The paper has two main goals. Firstly, it is aimed at proving that there is a single principle governing the choice of any portion of the original -from morpheme to the entire text -for the role of the unit of translation (UT). It is based on the role a linguistic unit plays in the bigger form of which it is an integral part. If it makes its individual input into the meaning of the whole then it should be given special attention in translation, i.e. at some stage of re-coding made a UT. But if the meaning of the whole larger construction is such that it is not made up by putting together the meanings of its composite pars -a situation termed idiomatic -then (and only then) the entire whole is taken as a unit of translation. The paper also shows that when theorists declare that there is only one linguistic entity which can be qualified as a UT -in some works this is the sentence, in others, the entire text -they are using the term in their own interpretation and not in the meaning that was give the term by its authors. But it is essential for any theory that its terms, in the case discussed -the term 'unit of translation' -be applied by all in one and
Introduction
The term Unit of Translation (UT) is not universally accepted by translation theorists mainly (though not solely) because of its indefinite relations to other linguistic units. The present author shares the belief of J.P.Vinay and J Darbelnet (Vinay, Darbelnet, 1965) in the existence of the UT and fully agrees with W.Haas (Haas, 1968 ) that it should be as short as possible and as long as is necessary. The should in this formula is significant. It shows that materially the UT is a variable depending on the translator's choice. In works where the UT is discussed its size is shown to fluctuate between a phoneme or grapheme and an entire text. All of this is wellknown to translation theorists, even to those 
Phoneme/grapheme as a UT
We will begin with the choice of a phoneme/ grapheme as a UT because here the grounds are essentially different than in the cases of all larger units. On the face of it these entities cannot be taken as tools for re-coding the original message because translation is aimed at rendering the meaning of the SL text, while phonemes and graphemes are purely functional entities devoid of any semantic meaning. Yet, as is well known, using a phoneme or grapheme for translating, viz. It should also be noted that because the form resulting from translation/transliteration is indeed a pure form with no lexical meaning (note, however, that it is so only unless and until such word is accepted by the TL as a loan word), many linguists, including, sadly enough, some of translation theorists (see, for example, Vlakhov, Florin, 1986: 96-105) , put this operation outside the scope of translation proper. We often read statements like "some such terms were transcribed, Speaking about English words containing suffixes, I.V.Arnold specially mentions this feature: "… suffixes are as a rule semantically fused with the stem …" (Arnold, 1986: 80) .
This means that in translations it is the entire stem+suffix combination -i.e. the word, and not its constituent parts, the morphemes -would as a rule be chosen as a UT. Cf., for example, In most modern cultures there exists a set of similar commands, out of which the translator chooses -as a ready-made sentence -the one corresponding to the command in the original, thus choosing a sentence as a whole for the concrete act of translation. Therefore in these cases, as in the case of idioms, the UT is also a whole sentence.
The question of text as a UT
We come now to the question of whether a text as a whole is ever used as an indivisible unit for re-coding in another language, that is, This is something that, one hopes, every reader will consider a very good translation.
Let us now take a close look at how it is done.
Note that from the very first lines the reader is plunged, as it were, into the language of the baroque culture. Note also that the original text contains many instances of the classical device of the metaphysical school, the conceit, which is defined by H. Gardner as "a comparison whose ingenuity is more striking than its justness" (Gardner, 1966: 19) . In the translation all these instances are carefully preserved and finely rendered: see lines 5-8, 10-12, 17-20, where in some cases the very wording of a conceit additional powerful stroke (see lines 2, 9 and 13). 
